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Introduction 
1. One of the recommendations of the CGIAR Review Committee in 1976 
was that t,e following three years should be viewed by the CGIAR as a period 
of consolidation. The Committee cautioned against undertaking initiatives 
during this period which would require major financial c&nmitments, though 
TAC should continue to explore the need for new activities and changes in 
existing programs. This period of consolidation comes to a close at the 
end of December 1979. 
2. In anticipation of the close of this period of con;;li&ztion the 
1977 Integrative Report suggested that it was opportune for the Group to 
consider the priorities for the use of its resources in the future. The 
Group asked the Technical Advisory Committee to study the question of priorities 
and make recommendations to the Group. These recommendations were to cover 
not only areas of research at present covered by the institutions and programs 
suppor:i:d by the Group, but initiatives which might be undertaken under the 
Group's aegis if resources were available. TAC has completed this task and 
its report has been given to the members of the Group and will be considered 
at the meeting in May 1979. 
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3. At the time of the November 1978 meeting TAC was still in the 
middle of its study on priorities. At the same time there was growing 
interest in the possibility of adding new activities to the CGIAR System. 
The sponsors of two existing research institutions -- the International 
Food Policy Research Institute and the International Fertilizer Development 
Center -- specifically asked the Group to consider adopting these institutions. 
The Group asked TAC to review the merits of these proposals and to make 
recommendations to the Group in the light of the work that TAC was doing on 
priorities. 
4. It was also evident at the time of the November meeting that there 
would be a substantial increase in the requirements of the existing inter- 
national centers in 1980 and that additional resources available to the CGIAR 
might not be commensurate with these requirements, especially if they were 
augmented by the needs of new activities added to the CGIAR System. 
5. Faced with uncertainties about future needs, resourcesand priorities, 
some members suggested during the November meeting that it might be opportune 
to establish a committee of the Group to advise it on the various issues which 
might confront it when having to make decisions about resources and their use 
in 1980 and beyond. The Secretariat was asked to prepare, for consideration 
at the May 1978 meeting, a paper analyzing the merits of a committee for this 
purpose and the need for it. This paper addresses itself to these questions. 
Background 
6. A committee of the kind contemplated would be part of the Group's 
decision-making process. It would,therefore, be useful briefly to review the 
nature of the Consultative Group and the system of research it supports, and 
the way in which major decisions on the scope, direction and character of the 
system are made. 
7. Some of the international centers existed before the CGIAR was 
established. They were created as autonomous institutions operating under 
mandates established by their founders and under the direction of essentially 
self-perpetuating Boards of Trustees. The newer centers founded by the CGIAR 
are in the same mold. Thus the implementation of programs supported by the 
CGIAR is in the hands of a dozen independent entities. The Group itself is 
made up of sovereign countries and independent development funding organizations, 
among whom some twenty-nine are donors providing virtually all of the funds 
required by the centers to carry out their programs. In addition to providing 
funds, the Group establishes the general policies for the system as a whole. 
Through consultation the members arrive at consensus in a process characterized 
by collegiality, informality, pragmatism and trust. 
8. The Group has two services which provide it with advice and means of 
implementing its policies. For scientific and technfcal matters it has the 
Technical Advisory Committee together with its Secretariat, and on general matters 
including finance, it has the CGIAR Secretariat. In their staff and advisory 
capacities they define policy issues and options for the Group. Between them 
they exercise a review function which is intended to be a principal means of 
bringing the Group's policies to bear on the actual operations of the centers. 
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9. The decision-making process within the Group and the system reflects 
their amorphous structure. Reliance is placed mainly on consultation which, 
while most obvious at the time of the Grouprs meetings, goes on continuously 
among donors, centers, TAC and the secretariats. The three Co-sponsors -- 
FAO, the World Bank and UNDP -- try to maintain a general overview of the 
functioning 0.2 the Group and its system and they provide its two services; 
they make recommendations to the Group about the membership of TAC and they 
meet the costs of TAC and the two secretariats. Otherwise, however, they 
have no special role markedly different from other members of the Group, 
except that the Bank provides the Group's Chairman. 
10. The Group makes wide use of committees. These are basically of two 
distinct kinds. One kind of committee is essentially advisory to the Group 
on policy questions or specific issues. The other kind of committee exercises 
on behalf of the Group an essentially implementing or executive function. 
Examples of the first are the Bell Committee on Review Procedures, the CGIAR. 
Review Commfttee, and the Task Force on International Assistance for Strengthening 
Agricultural Research. Examples of the second are committees charged with 
implementing a decfsion of the Group to establish a new fnternational center 
or activity. Such committees have been formed to bring into being ICRISAT, 
ILCA, ICARDA, ISNAR and others. 
11. Usually committees are provided with a small staff to assist them 
in their work. The Review Committee and the ISNAR Task Force had staffs 
recruited specially for the purpose. The implementing committees are normally 
assisted by an Executing Agency which does the main body of the work, with the 
committee in effect acting as a steering committee. The CGIAR Secretariat 
to a greater or less degree also assists committees in their work. All of 
these committees have been ad hoc. -- The Group has no standing committees. 
Most of the advisory committees have been composed of persons serving in their 
individual capacity and chosen because of their knowledge and experience of 
the subject in hand or to represent the interests of particular constituencies. 
The implementing committees on the other hand are normally comprised of the 
representatives of donor members of the Group interested in the establishment 
of the entity concerned. In the case of the ISNAR Committee, because ISNAR 
is to be directly concerned with providing technical assistance to developing 
countries, persons from the developing countries, as well as donors, were 
included in the membership. 
12. In their respective roles both kinds of committees can be thought of 
as playing an important part in the decision-making process, though the 
advisory committees have been mainly concerned with policy issues while the 
implementing committees have been concerned with decisions on specific operational 
activities. 
Nature of Present Problem 
13. The increasing demands of the international centers so far have been 
matched by increasing resources available to the CGIAR. Now, however, we may 
be entering a phase in which demands tend to outstrip resources. In the im- 
mediate future this tendency is aggravated because emergence from a period of 
"consolidation" coincides with there now being fewer new donor members each year 
and a slower annual increase in the aggregate contributions of past donors. 
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14. It is not clear how firm these apparent trends are and what the 
combined effect of them will be. The information available on future demands 
of existing centers and future increases of contributions by present donor 
members is inevitably incomplete in the first quarter of the system's financial 
year and becomes fuller and firmer only as the year progresses. Nevertheless, 
the Secretariat has prepared for the May meeting of the Consultative Group a 
paper analyzing the outlook for 1980 and beyond. From that paper it will be 
seen there are essentially three basic variables to take into account. The 
first is the rate of increase in the financial requirements of the activities 
to which the Group is already committed (which include ISNAR). Among these 
activities one has to distinguish between the more mature centers and the newer 
centers which are developing to their full strength. The second variable is 
the impact of taking on new activities. This is dependent on their number, cost 
and the timing of their coming "on stream." Two -- IFPRI and IFDC -- are 
already going concerns whose costs are reasonably well known, their candidacy 
is up for consideration now and the impact of their adoption could be immediate. 
Others are being developed as proposals, but do not yet exist as institutions. 
The fairly advanced proposal for a new vegetable center is an example. An 
institute such as ICIPE exists, might become a candidate, but is not specifically 
before the Group for decision. In terms of their demands on the CGIAR's 
resources, an important distinction could be made between those centers (such 
as ISNAR and IFPRI) which have no significant capital requirements, and those 
(such as a new vegetable center or, for example, ICIPE) which are more akin 
to the earlier research centers in that they require fairly substantial invest- 
ment in plant or station development. 
15. The third basic variable is the rate at which the resources available 
to the CGIAR can be expected to increase in real terms. So far, increases 
from year to year have been substantial and have come from two distinct sources. 
One is increased contributions from donors who joined the Group in earlier years, 
and the other is contributions from new donors joining in the current year. 
Of the two, the former is now much the more important; the latter continues 
to be significant, but can hardly be counted upon much longer. 
16. The combined effect of these three variables determines whether the 
Group's resources will be adequate to meet the requirements of the system or 
whether there will be a funding shortfall too great to be dealt with by the 
annual process of program and budget review, which precedes pledges by the donors, 
and the marginal adjustment in budgets worked out by the Secretariat after con- 
tributions and their allocations are known. Historically the normal processes 
have been capable of handling apparent shortfalls as large as 4% and no special 
measures have been required to be taken by the Group collectively. Nevertheless, 
the Review Committee foresaw that in some years the problem of a shortfall might 
become acute and it recommended that the Group establish a Standby Committee 
which could be convened when needed. This recommendation was accepted by the 
Group and the Chairman was authorized to convene such a Standby Committee when 
necessary. 
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The Committee Option 
17. This Standby Committee might well be adequate to deal with the 
problems noted last November which gave rise to suggestions that the Group 
needed a committee to consider the problems facing it. Indeed, most of 
those making these suggestions referred specifically to invoking thi: 
authorization to convene the Standby Committee. There may, however, have 
been a certain difference between the recommendation of the Review Committee 
and the suggestions of last November. The Review Committee was mainly con- 
cerned with dealing with the problem of a shortfall in resources. The 
implication was that the Standby Committee would be ad hoc, short-lived and 
principally concerned with the allocation of resources in a particular year. 
Some of the comments last November seemed to imply that the committee con- 
templated should be more like the Review Committee and should consider a range 
of policy issues which would set the course of the Group for "four or five 
years down the road." At one point the question was raised as to whether 
we needed some modification of our administrative structure, such as a standing 
committee, which would supplement the work of TAC and the Secretariat. This 
broader concept of a committee on general policy -- possibly a standing 
committee -- merits brief examination. 
18. The Review Committee was established in response to a strong feeling 
in the Group that at the end of its first five years it should evaluate its 
program in all aspects and.set guidelines for a period into the future. One 
of the recommendatfons of this committee was that the Group should make such 
1 evaluations at regular intervals. Indeed the Bell Committee had earlier 
suggested that the Group should make such a review each five years. It would 
be in keeping with these recommendations that the Group should carry out a 
second full-scale review in 1981 to establish the policy base for its operations 
in the five-year period 1982-86. For example, an important question, given 
the urgency of increasing agricultural productivity in the developing countries, 
is whether the resources applied to research through the CGIAR are on the right 
scale, or should be of a much larger order. When the Review Committee con- 
sidered this questfon it concluded that the present level was about right, 
though the Group should plan to keep raising it (in constant terms) enough 
to permit some growth in the programs of the newer centers and the addition 
to the system of selected meritorious new activities. The next review should 
probably consider this question anew. The studies carried out for the 1978 
Integrative Report showed that the returns to agricultural research were high 
and would suggest that investment on a much higher scale would still be economically 
justified. Broad policy questions of this kind are appropriate to a five-yearly 
review. It is questionable whether it would be useful to take them up more 
frequently. 
19. The concept of a standing committee is somewhat different. It stems 
from feelings that the problems of priorlbties and aligning resources and require- 
ments may be becoming so complex and persistent, and the Group itself so large, 
that it is no longer possible for the Group in plenary session to consider 
things in sufficient depth to come to sound, well-informed decisions. The 
suggestion is that the Group might be better served- if the staff work done by 
its two services -- TAC and the Secretariat -- in identifying issues and making 
recommendations were weighed and supplemented by a committee of the Group before 
being put to the whole Group for decision. A standing committee for this purpose 
would, In effect, be a policy review committee rendering advice to the Group as 
a whole in the years between full-scale reviews. 
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20. A standing committee would be something new for the Group. A 
standing policy review committee could be useful in sharpening issues and lending 
authority to the proposed solutions. By spending more time on issues, and 
perhaps by meeting more often, it could help to simplify the work of the Group 
in plenary sessions and streamline the Group's decision-making process. By 
involving some of the Group's members (and all of them over time) more directly 
in its decision-making process it would foster consensus and bring added strength 
to the Group. But it would also bring some disadvantages. It would introduce 
a new layer into decision-making. It would require the members of the committee 
to spend much more time on CGIAR matters. It would detract from the collegiality 
of the Group by putting a substantial measrrt-e of responsibility in the hands of 
a small proportion of the Group's membership. It would require decisions as 
to which members would serve on the Committee and which would not, and decisions 
on terms of office and on how membership would rotate. For a standing committee, 
membership questions are more sensitive than for an ad hoc committee. It -- 
would inevitably introduce more formality into the Group's processes. 
21. To sum up on the possible use of a committee in present circumstances, 
several things can be said. First, it would be in keeping with earlier rec- 
ommendations and decisions that the Group undertake in 1981 a full-scale review 
of the CGIAR's program and functioning so as to establish policies for the 
ensuing five years. If such a review is to be undertaken, the task at present 
would be to set guidelines for the next two years, 1980 and 1981. Second, 
authority exists to convene a Standby Committee. This was contemplated as a 
means of overcoming ftlndfng problems in a year when it appears that contributions 
would fall short of requirements as presented by the research centers and other 
entities in the CGIAR System. Presumably it would be an ad hoc committee. -- 
Third, the Group could, if it were felt to be needed, establish a standing policy 
review committee which, among other things , could perform the function seen for 
the Standby Committee. The issue for the Group is whether a committee is needed 
at this time, and if so, which kind: an ad hoc committee to deal with a potential -- 
funding shortfall or a standing policy review committee. 
Is a Committee Needed? 
22. As said already, it is too soon in the year to judge whether the 
combined effect of the three basic variables affecting the relationship between 
resources and requirements will present the Group with a problem which can, as 
in the past, be managed without special action by the Group or will be so large 
as to require the Group to take measures to force a change in one of these variables. 
Moreover, it is difficult to say whether the problem is a short-term one mainly 
affecting 1980, or longer term. What can be said, however, is, as explained 
in the paper on the financial outlook for 1980 and beyond, that it seems unlikely 
that it will be possible to bring in new activities unless the growth of the 
existing centers is restrained. In this respect it could be noted that the 
Review Committee recommended that an optimum size be established for each center 
and that TAC, in its review of priorities, has accepted this concept. It has 
recommended that each existing center should move promptly to determine this 
optimum size for itself and that meanwhile the Group should adopt a policy of 
"no real growth" for the eight mature centers except as new incremental activities 
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might be individually specifically justified. TAC further recommends that 
the centers prepare and submit forward plans for the next four or five years, 
a recommendation which repeats the recommendations of the Review Committee. 
If such plans were available for all centers, the Group would be in a much 
better position to guage the future financing problem and plan to meet it. 
23. If the programs of the existing eight reasonably mature centers 
were constrained to about their present size in real terms, it might well be 
that the Group could work its way through 1980, and, if the centers developed 
carefully thought out forward plans, move into a period of orderly growth in 
which growing resources and expansiwrl Li the system were balanced. In this 
way the funding problem might be resolved without taking other special measures, 
especially if the Group were to decfde to postpone until 1981 the funding of 
any activity newly adopted into the CGIAR System. If the Group in May were 
to adopt a policy on these lines, a committee might not be needed. If, on 
the other hand, the Group decides to begin funding new activities in 1980, it 
seems likely that the shortfall in resources would be large enough to require 
special measures, in which case the Group might wish to form a committee to 
advise it on guidelines on how to proceed over the next two years. 
Conclusions 
24. While it seems likely that in 1980 the requirements of the CGIAR 
system will exceed the supply of funds from the donors, the measure of this 
problem IS ntiir ZLL ~'r& p02G &E&Z. Tt -,-fll 5~:~rna clearer by the time of 
the May meeting of the Group when the requirements of the existing centers will 
be better known. The Group will have before it at that meeting proposals for 
additions to its system. The decisjions taken by the Group on these proposals 
at that time will further clarify the financial position. However, it will 
not be until later in the year, after TAC and the Secretariats have completed 
their review of the centers' programs and budgets and have discussed them with 
the centers in July, and when the Secretariat may have been able to get a firmer 
idea from the donors of their likely contributions in 1980, that it will be 
possible to judge whether the problem can be handled without special measures. 
Nevertheless, the elements of the problem are already identified and it would 
be open to the Group to make its views known in May on the three basic variables 
affecting the balance between resources and requirements. Would the Group 
wish to resolve the possible problem (a) by constraining existing centers, 
(2: 5-y -.*-c..cr...-Ie..w .--c-l 1 ..Fcar 1tIQn tkn p”“Ly”LA-LLLb U‘.CL& U-.,-L AJV” se.- q**na4no of any new activities or (c) by - -------0 
agreeing to increase contributions for 1980 and beyond by the amount needed to 
accommodate new activities with or without constraint of existing centers? 
If the Group in May would consider these questions and agree on guidelines for 
1980 and 1981, there is a good probability that no further special measures, 
such as the convening of an ad hoc Standby Committee, would be required. -- 
Uncertain or conflicting answers to these questions, however, might lead to a 
shortfall in 1980 and 1981 such as to require special measures to find a solution. 
Proposal 
25. While information available at the end of March is not adequate to 
make a definitive recommendation to the Group on how to proceed in the foreseeable 
circumstances, the situation should clarify to some extent at the time of the May 
meeting. It is therefore tentatively recommended: 
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(a) 
6) 
(cl 
63 
that at the May meeting the Group consider the possible 
courses open to it (which are discussed in the paper on 
the Financial Outlook and in paragraphs 22-24 above) and 
attempt to reach agreement on guidelines which can be used 
by all concerned in establishing programs, budgets and 
donors' contributions for the 1980-81 biennium, the aim 
being that promulgation of such guidelines would suffice 
to resolve any potential resource problem; 
that, however, if the Group finds this too difficult, it 
accept the desirability of setting up the already authorized 
ad hoc Standby Committee to recommend reductions in center -- 
budgets or other remedial action should it appear later in 
the year that contributions would not be adequate to cover 
the aggregate requirements as put forward by the centers; 
that the Chairman of the Group decide following the July TAC 
meeting whether the Standby Committee is required; and 
that no action be taken on a standing committee at this time, 
but that, if necessary, the question be reviewed again in the 
light of the Group's experience with guidelines as suggested 
in (a) above and with the procedure for convening the Standby 
Committee,if needed, as suggested in (b) above. 
If the Standby Committee is required, it could meet in early September at a 
time when the final Program and Budget Papers of the centers, the Secretariat's 
commentaries on these Papers, and the Integrative Report would all be available. 
Any report from the Committee could then be circulated in time for the November 
CGIAR meeting. It is suggested that such a Committee should comprise repre- 
sentatives of about ten members of the CGIAR (the appointments to be made by 
the Chairman of the Group) plus, as recommended by the Review Committee, the 
Chairman of TAC and the Executive Secretary of the CGIAR, and that a represen- 
tative of the Center Directors and a representative of the Center Board Chairmen 
be invited to attend as observers. 
